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lecords as a measure of natural increase. The Utah
Population Estimates Committee, like the Bureau of
the Census, relies heavily upon school enrollment
data as an indicator of net migration. Since the
state does not collect migration statistics, it is
important to note that these migration numbers are
derived estimates, not an actual count.

The school enrollment method compares a
county's survived enrollment (calculated by applying
survival rates to the enrollment count) in grades 1-8
for October 1990, to grades 2-9 for October 1991.
The difference between these two enrollment totals
is taken to be net student migration for the county.
Total net migration for the county is then derived by
multiplying the county's student migration estimate
by the county-specific total population-to-student
ratio. This ratio is defined as the total population
estimate of the county for 1990 divided by the 1990
grades 1-8 school enrollment. The second compo-
nent of the school enrollment method is the
calculation of natural increase in the county.
Natural increase for any year is derIDed as the
number of births minus the number of deaths. The
\991 population estimates are determined, in part,
ifJy the number of resident births and deaths that
occurred from July 1, 1990 to June 30, 1991.

The school enrollment method, as described
above, is limited in estimating migration among the
retired, college students, single persons and other
groups that are not represented in school enrollment
estimates.

L.D.S. MembershiQ Method

The L.D.S. Church annually audits its
records and enumerates the members residing in
each county of the state. The Committee uses this
information to produce a set of county-level popula-
tion estimates. The L.D.S. membership method uses
a total population to L.D.S. membership ratio which
is obtained by dividing 1990's population estimate by
the 1990 L.D.S. membership. This ratio is applied
to the current L.D.S. membership to obtain a county
population estimate. This method is relatively
accurate in areas with high proportions of L.D.S.
membership and low migration rates.
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Intercensal Estimates for the 19808

The Population Estimates Committee has
also revised its intercensal county population
estimates for the decade of the 1980s. These revised
estimates for July 1 of each year, 1980 to 1990, are
shown in Table 5. These revisions reflect the new
information contained in the 1990 Census of
Population, the u.S. Census Bureau's revised
intercensal estimates for the State of Utah, and the
Committee's school enrollment and L.D.S.
membership estimating methodologies.

Over the interval July 1, 1980 to July 1,
1990, the state's population increased from 1,474,000
to 1,729,000, a gain of 17.3 percent. The northern
part of the state (Bear River and Wasatch Front
Districts) experienced population growth slightly
below the state rate, but still maintained its 70
percent share of the state's population. Here, the
most rapid growth occurred in Davis and Cache
Counties. Only Rich County had a population
decline.

During the 1980s, with the exception of
Uintah and San Juan Counties, the eastern part of
the state (Uintah Basin and Southeastern Districts)
suffered population declines. Grand, Emery, and
Carbon Counties were particularly depressed, with
population declines ranging from 10 to 20 percent.
The Central District showed modest population
growth, most of which was centered in Millard and
Sanpete Counties.

The fastest population growth occurred in the
Southwestern and Molllltainiand Districts. In the
former, Washington County's population increased
86 percent, while Iron and Kane Counties also
experienced significant growth. In the latter
planning district, Summit County's population
increased 51 percent. Utah County also experienced
population growth in excess of the state average.

Accuracy and Revisions

The Population Estimates Committee was
interested in examining the differences between the
revised intercensal estimates, and those actually
produced annually during the 1980s. The revised
set of intercensal estimates presents county
estimates different from those produced by the
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